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PER CURIAM: 

 Lili Agnes Djeukam Tassi, a native and citizen of Cameroon, 

petitions for review of an order of the Board of Immigration 

Appeals (“Board”) dismissing her appeal from the immigration 

judge’s denial of Tassi’s applications for adjustment of status 

and an 8 U.S.C. § 1182(i) (2012) waiver of inadmissibility, and 

denying Tassi’s motion for remand.   

Upon review of Tassi’s claims and the administrative 

record, we deny the petition for review.  The agency’s finding 

that Tassi is inadmissible under 8 U.S.C. § 1182(a)(6)(C)(i) 

(2012) is clearly supported by Tassi’s admissions that she lied 

before the immigration judge and that she submitted a fraudulent 

document in support of her claims, thus distinguishing her case 

from our recent decision in Xing Yang Yang v. Holder, 770 F.3d 

294, 305 (4th Cir. 2014) (“The record does not reveal evidence 

. . . that Yang made knowing and deliberate misrepresentations 

to gain an immigration benefit.”).  We also conclude that the 

Board did not abuse its discretion in denying Tassi’s motion to 

remand.  See Onyeme v. INS, 146 F.3d 227, 234 (4th Cir. 1998) 

(setting forth standard of review).   

We therefore deny the petition substantially for the 

reasons stated by the Board.  In re: Tassi (B.I.A. Apr. 23, 

2013).  We dispense with oral argument because the facts and 

legal contentions are adequately presented in the materials 
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before this court and argument would not aid the decisional 

process. 

PETITION DENIED 


